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The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims1-5, 7-10, 14-21, 24-26,28 and 29 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 

being unpatentable over Kramer et al ('597) in view of Adelmann (1,206,494), Demuth 

(1,432,161), Ikeuchi et al. ('341), Durso ('447), Petitbout (FR '682), Jaeger etal (Ep 

'328), Lewis ('980), Sell et al ('681), Briggs (1,676,816) and Macasaet (5,671,658), 

essentially for the reasons given previously in the Office action mailed 6/23/03 and 

2/9/04. 

In regard to claim 1 , Kramer et al discloses a method for processing meat 
products comprising providing a first member (the mold /die cavity 10) comprising a first 
surface defining a concavity and having a plurality of protrusions (10) extending from 
said first surface and arranged in a first netting pattern, providing a second member 
which can also have a plurality of protrusions arranged in a second netting pattern (e.g. 
col. 3, para 3), providing a meat which has a predefined shape, heating the member 5 
and forming the impresses netting patterns on the meat and cooking the meat to a 
desired state. Note that the mold may have heating elements that induce a set to the 
meat product (col. 2, line 65 plus). Thus, Kramer et al teaches a method of processing 
meat wherein meat is placed in a mold having a netting pattern and with pressure and 
heat, the netting pattern is impressed and set on the surface of the meat to simulate the 
marks left in the traditional processing of meat placed in nets. This is exactly applicants 
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objective and for the most part applicants solution. Claim 1 differs from Kramer et al 
only in the particular type and shape of mold employed. However, the shape of the 
mold and type of mold that is recited is conventional. As recited, applicant employs a 
conventional two piece, hinged mold wherein both mold halves have similar shapes and 
sizes. Note that Kramer et al has shown a bottom mold with a cavity and a second 
element that imparts a flat surface to one side of the meat. Since Kramer et al discloses 
that the surface too can be given a net-like appearance, then it too must have been in 
contact with a second molding element that imparts the net-like appearance. As 
evidenceiby Ikeuchi et al, Adelmann, Demuth, Durso, Pettitbout, Jaeger, Lewis, Sell et 
al, Briggs and Macasaet, it is net notoriously old in the art to employ two or more piece 
molds, with or witlfout pattern imparting inner surface protrusions to mold/shape food 
products and especially meats. For example, Ikeuchi discloses a two part hinged mold 
of equal size and shape wherein the inner surface has projections which imparts 
indentations to the molded food product. Adelmann, newly cited, teaches a two piece 
mold having inner surface projection which imparts recesses in the molded meat to give 
the appearance that the meat was tied with cord which is similar to applicants and 
Kramer et al net-like pattern differing only in the design of the pattern. Demuth, another 
reference newly cited, also employs a two piece mold that imparts a grooved pattern to 
a shaped meat, Bnfiggs, another reference newly cited, also teaches a process of 
forming a grid or net-like pattern on a piece of meat by molding/compressing, whereas, 
Macasaet discloses a two piece hinged, pattern containing mold. To modify Kramer et 
al and substitute a conventional, hinged two piece mold having substantially equal size 
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and shape pieces for the mold of Kramer et al for its art recognized and applicants 
intended function is seen to have been an obvious matter of design i.e. an obvious 
function of the final shape one wishes to impart to the meat -i.e. one that is substantially 
symmetrica^ such as Ikeuchi, Adelman, Demuth, Durso, Petitbout etc. or one that has a 
relatively flat side (or one in between wherein the mold at least tronov o rooly ) imparts a 
specific recognizable nonsymmetric shape (at least tansversly) such as Lewis. Claim 1 
also recites that the meat has "a predefined" shape. This phrase is not particularly 
clear, but to expedite prosecution, it is assumed this means at the timethe meat is 
placed in a mold. As evidenced by Kramer et al, Adelman, Demuth, Sell et al, etc, the 
art.is replete with examples of shaping/molding meat having a pre-defined shape. In 
regard to the step of pivotally closing and pivotally opening, as noted above, pivotally 
connected and thus movable mold sections are notoriously old in the art as evidenced^ 
for example, by Ikeuchi et al and Jaeger. 

Claims 11-13 and 27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over the references as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Uotani (Jp'257) 
for the reasons given previously, further in view of Tatosion (1,936,649), Lanier et al 
(1,257,498), Tatosian (2,138,247), Stickle (4,530,275), Cope (4,719,849) and Hilvitz et 
al (3,667,372), all of whom are relied on to teach it was notoriously old to employ 
multiple two piece hinged molds associated with a conveyor for continuously shaping 
and cooking food products and to modify the combination and provide a continuous 
heating system associated with a conveyor conveying a plurality of two piece molds for 
its art recognized and applicants intended function would therefore be clearly obvious. 
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Applicants remarks filed 5/10/04 have been fully and carefully considered but are 
seen to be moot in view of the new grounds of rejection. It is noted however that 
applicant continues to argue each reference separately instead of addressing the 
combination. 

The remainder of the references cited on the USPTO 892 form are cited as art of 
interest. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Steven Weinstein whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1410. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 7:00am to 3:30 
pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Milton Cano can be reached on (571) 272-1398. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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